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by nat 3@\)@"”\4 e tials’ pL_u__suc:.n+ ta Cr. R U.HIC) 203 )
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|umpﬁ hac.h_ md forfn an fne 19s0e ot ber . After
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the _;’rc)r&mm'\'ﬁ or I am qannc:n lirnit frem pursuant

_|ta my ORDER +\m5 maﬁmna 2 Mnis statement makes

Nna 3ense | cnd s nat 5uppar+ed by the tecard . Tne
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State mcohes it p\aml\; clear  taat it seeks to skird dhe

Courts 31_)13(3056(] ORDER. md roling , oy m’rfaduamq
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The Courts (’m\\mi— coling was |, dnat e statements
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ar e Sh:}a would be, ta u_;s% 5uppfejs (al) dne

statements”. VRP Valumes 3 -5 poge 223 ot 710-23
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even frangn Wt was nat addressed ot o later +‘fm@ :

5ee. 1 Pointer v.Texas, 330 U5 400, 43 L. Ed. 24922

Lily v. \hrqlma R U5, 440 449 &.¢4. 1391 , and

(>ray V. Maryland | 573 1.5 185 140 L LEA, zcmqq Tre
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ADDITIOMAL GROLIND 5.

Here Fernandez-Medina assigns ernar o hs in

Court Sdentificatian purswcnt ta State v. Sanchez

and Sallnas 19, Wash. App . There wele several

A - ndtz.nh{:lc_r’nam by b wrtneases a3 to who wes

wiha, and as ta wha did what, Appellate cantends

thelindependent source test af Lnited Stetes v.

Wade and Stavall v. Deana  GH~avgh derived fram

en identical farmolation fn Wong Sun , seels anly

ta determine. whebdrer in Cacrt 1den4:4m_c:.han 19 Suff-

|C._lef\+|y MZha\c:.lC. to 3@113?\/ s U8 Amendment due

p!‘acrf_ﬁs il q\n’fﬁ

Mm(i’-'f-"én “fidfn‘r u.)ﬂ\r\ 1S 15502 19 fhe testimony of
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+e_‘;+mony Mat i3 witness in fact A4 just trat.

15 Coort Identd fication). The anly way #15 witness
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ond was anly able o plrm fhem at We acene of
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pre.]Zuchfah\ . See ! State v. Sanchhez , M1 Wesh . App

918 238 RAA 854 (2012)  atete v. Salinas | 109 Lesh . Acp

240 7224 2119 P,Ad 94 /2012,) Perry V. Mew Hammwp
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COMCLUSIONS

In amplification of fese statements | e asks leave

taincar pa.{‘z:ﬁe_ ne fallaut ng :

Appellate Ralland fernendez -Meding Lharges Pt

a 148 Amendment violation af Ma C.an‘hh__)haf\ ard

e daundﬁ for e c.\naJ‘an we. n sulbstance ’r\mc:.‘r

Wne sole basia of wis CD/“NiQ'hQﬁ WES perjvled test-

mo(w M wnien fect Det. _lahn_ﬁor‘r , H_nau_nnq\\/

foif;ﬁﬁ‘"f’.d to dne jory evidence and facts nat in

evidence. hen he testifled 1o blaad {dfam\ 1N the

an’nr\/ma\/ be_mq bhlaad” (aee f’x\mbnbﬁa 57)

Dased an dne 1asves pﬁ@ﬁm#&d Appellcte vequest

fnat Wnis Court reviews e violatians af WS Bdn o dn

S, 244 | Amendment qu\n'\ﬁ ta e L)nt"'ﬁd States

Cﬂf\ﬂﬁuh@ﬂ ond Aicle 4 section 3 cnd Acticle d § iln

af e L.)cz,shmg-\an Stete Constitution  end vi Y olafiens
Nt Cr.R 4A4 HOL HOA HOY HOlo 09,645 104 NAZ cnd
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Bo_ﬁpgdfully AulamitHed
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